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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the application in light of the amendments and the following remarks is 
respectfully requested. 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-14 and 16-20 are pending. Claim 15 was previously canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. Claims 1 and 6 have been amended. Support for 
the amendments can be found in the Specification on page 8, lines 6-13 and page 10, lines 18-20. 
No new matter has been added. 

Rejection under 35 VS.C. 8102 

Claims 1-5 and 17-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent PubUcation No. 2002/0177907 to Hand et al. The Examiner contends that Hand discloses 
agents 30-1, 30-2, 30-3, configuration file 65, and a list in map view display section 20. The 
Examiner contends that these disclosures read, respectively, on the following features of claim 1 : "a 
data source detection module", "a configuration", and "a list comprising a subset of possible 
combinations of said data sources." Applicants respectfiiUy traverse the rejection. 

Claim 1 recites "a configuration operable to be utilized by said data source detection module 
to acquire instructions for querying at least one of said computer systems ... for specifying possible 
combinations of said data sources in said one or more computer systems." In contrast, Hand 
discloses that configuration file 65 is utilized by the playback analyzer 50 to determine which nodes 
or entities should be displayed during the post-performance monitoring session, and the starting and 
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ending positions for the corresponding data to be extracted from database 60. See Hand, paragraph 
0053. Accordingly, Hand's configuration file is not utilized by a data source detection module, as 
recited in claim 1. 

Furthermore, Applicants have amended claim 1 to recite "said configuration comprising a 
service table, a detection table, and a metric table." In contrast. Hand discloses that configuration 
file 65 stores "setup and control information necessary for configuring the playback analyzer." See 
Hand, paragraph 0028. Hand fiuther describes the fimction of configuration file 65 with respect to 
the data playback, but is silent on the structure of configuration file 65. See Hand, paragraphs 0052- 
0053. Accordingly, Hand does not disclose, or suggest, a configuration that is utilized by the data 
detection source module "comprising a service table, a detection table, and a metric table," as 
recited in amended claim 1 . 

Applicants submit that Hand neither discloses nor suggests each and every feature recited in 
claim 1, as demonstrated above. Therefore, Hand does not anticipate the invention of claim 1. 

Claims 2-5 and 17-18 depend from claim 1. Apphcants submit that claims 2-5 and 17-18 are 
patentable for at least the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1. Applicants 
respectfiiUy request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

Rejection under 35 U,S.C. S103 

Claims 6-14, 16, and 19-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hand in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,515,968 to Combar et al. The Examiner admits that Hand 
does not disclose collecting and presenting meta data as recited in independent claim 6, using a 
usemame/password login as access information as recited in claim 7, extracting and presenting the 
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meta data as recited in claim 8, receiving a range to be examined specified by a user as recited in 
claim 16, and utilizing a probe engine to determine if a service is running as recited in claims 9-14 
and 19-20. However, the Examiner relies on Combar for disclosing these features. The Examiner 
contends that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Hand and Combar to achieve the invention recited in the claims. 

Independent claim 6 has been amended to recite those features demonstrated above to be 
missing from Hand, Applicants submit that Combar neither discloses nor suggests these missing 
features. Thus, Applicants submit that the combination of Hand and Combar does not disclose nor 
suggest the invention recited in claim 6. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness over claim 6. 

Claims 7-14, 16, and 19-20 depend from independent claim 6. Applicants submit that 
claims 7-14, 16, and 19-20 are patentable for at least the reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 6. Apphcants respectftiUy request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

CONCLUSION 

Each and every point raised in the Final Office Action dated October 6, 2005 has been 
addressed on the basis of the above amendments and remarks. In view of the foregoing it is 
believed that claims 1-14 and 16-20 are in condition for allowance and it is respectfully requested 
that the application be reconsidered and that all pending claims be allowed and the case passed to 
issue. 
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If there are any other issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved 
through a Supplemental Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 



Dated: January 5, 2006 Respectfully submitted. 



B y \ 
Richard Jay Katz \ 
Registration No.: 47,698 ^ 
DARBY & DARBY P.C. 
P.O. Box 5257 

New York, New York 10150-5257 
(212) 

(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attorney For AppUcant 
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